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1 Reason for Contribution

With this input contribution Acision provides its review comments to the documents that are on the agenda of the Montreal interim meeting and all documents that have been uploaded after the publication of the agenda up to 22:30 CET 2nd August 2010.

Acision requests the group that any contributions that are uploaded after 2nd August 2010 22:30 CET will not be disposed of until after 24 hours of their uploading.

Acision also requests the group that any revisions of documents that are produced that are substantially different than the original document or that handle Acision’s review comments in a different manner than suggested, will be subject to a 24 hour grace period, so that it can validate the revision.
R01 adds reviews of documents and revisions that were uploaded after the base version of this contribution.
2 Summary of Contribution

Review comments to the contributions to the Montreal interim meeting.
3 Detailed Proposal

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0363R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Change 1: The searching for rules seems overly complicated. Replace this with a single step that searches for rules that match all the criteria mentioned in separate steps. Now it looks like several passes have to be made across the available rules, where a single pass can be sufficient.

2. Change 1, step 1.b: Note that the formal element registered in XDMS for this action is <allow-deliver-reference-media>, so we should use that name.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0578R02:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. This change request seems to be against an outdated version of the Conversation Functions TS. The Conversation Functions TS has changed considerately since the baseline this CR is against, and the CR needs to be updated to be against the latest version of the Conversation Functions TS.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0581R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0625R02:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0627:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0641R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0668:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. The added reference seems to have the wrong title, as it is a copy of the RFC in the reference just above it.

2. It is unclear if the values that the P-Access-Network-Info SIP header can have actually provide useful information for a PF to take decisions on.

3. It is unclear where the bullet on User Preference Profiles comes from, and it is unclear what these bullets actually mean.

4. Acision would prefer to leave device connectivity unspecified, allowing vendors to figure out what to do with this (if anything).
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0671R02:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. The added <UPP-ID-list> element is problematic, as it will increase the processing of the CPM Participating Function. Also, a CPM Client can never depend on the information being correct, as the user preferences (and UPP) may have changed since the evaluation has been done. This can explicitly be true for Deferred CPM Messages, as keeping this element up-to-date requires re-evaluation of the user preferences each time a notification is sent or each time a subscription to the deferred-messages event-package has been received. We cannot depend on the value computed at message reception time, as it may have become outdated at the time of use.
2. To handle the case where a <message-list> may not contain information on all deferred messages, it may be wise to include an attribute in the <message-list> element indicating the number of stored deferred CPM Messages.

3. To save space, we should combine the “date” attribute of the <message> element and the <timestamp> sub-element of the <info> element into a single field, which should be optional, not mandatory, as it isn’t really needed for out-of-band notifications.

4. The “message-reference” attribute should be optional, as it is not needed in out-of-band notifications.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0694:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

1. This proposal does not represent the agreements reached in Las Vegas. We cannot simply replace all current deferred message handling with the Message Storage storing the deferred messages. See also the discussions on the SD change request on the same topic.

2. See also CR 791, which updates the deferred message handling sections of the CONV TS, and provides a much better basis for adding the requested functionality.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0735R02:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0738R01:

Document Status: Objection

Comments:

1. 
2. 
3. Change 1: There is no need to mention the lack of registered CPM Clients here. The fact that the message got deferred is enough for this procedure.

4. Change 1, step 1: Where are the expiry team and expected action to be put in the message.

5. Change 1, step 1: Mention that the expected action is based on the user preferences.

6. Change 1: Why are we detailing Message Storage Server procedures in this TS? These should be in the Message Storage TS.

7. Change 2 is not aligned with the rest of the description. The store option is without any conditions in the user preferences.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0741R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0751R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0752:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0753R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. We should really define the format of the session history object, otherwise interoperability issues will occur between a CPM Participating Function doing CPM Conversation History recording and a CPM Client trying to display this to the end-user.
2. We should rather seriously look at the proposal from LGE in contribution 758.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0754:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0755R01:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-COM-CPM-2010-0756:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. We should really define the format of the session history object, otherwise interoperability issues will occur between a CPM Participating Function doing CPM Conversation History recording and a CPM Client trying to display this to the end-user.

2. We should rather seriously look at the proposal from LGE in contribution 758.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0757R01:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. 
2. 
3. In the newly added bullet in A).2, I the interworking decision is already mentioned in the bullet above it, so it doesn’t have to be repeated.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0758:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

1. Very good basis!!!

2. Still wondering what the added value of having the SDP information in the control entity would be. Note that it may only be useful of realtime media, not for CPM Chat Messages, as these are stored independent of the session itself (i.e. separate attachments for the separate CPM Chat Messages).
3. Section 5.2.3.1 + 5.2.4.1: Wouldn’t it be easier to have a <participant> tag and simply have multiple of them if there are multiple participants?

4. Section 5.2.3.1 + 5.2.4.1: Why is the cid: stuff not in XML-format? It would be easier to also have that as <cid> </cid> XML tags.

5. Appendix C + Appendix D: I would assume that the body of a message would not be within XML-style <body> </body> markers, but would simply be the CPIM body of the message.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0759:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

1. Editorial: Please use term “MIME object” instead of “MIME message”.

2. Question: What would the SDP details provide that the individual MIME objects on the Media Streams would not provide?
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0760:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0762:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. We should not mention anything around IMAP4 extensions in the Conversation Functions TS. This should be confined to the Message Storage. Actually, this CR is showing a gap in the Message Storage TS, where the interface options to get a reference or to fetch the message associated with a reference is not described in that TS. So, the right course of action is to add this to the Message Storage TS and then to refer to the right section of the Message Storage TS in this CR.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0763:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0765:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0766:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. With the rephrasing of step 8, it should be moved up to much earlier in the procedure (i.e. till before step 3), as now, from a logical viewpoint, the procedure has already sent a response before step 8 is executed.
Note: that the same problem also already is present in section 9.2.1.5 of the CONV TS, and we should make sure that these two procedures are aligned with each other.

2. In step 4: Section 9.2.1.5 sends a 202 Accepted response; should we send a 202 Accepted response here as well? If not, then at least section 9.2.1.5 should be modified to keep these two procedures aligned.

3. In step 6: I guess that with these changes in place, the Refer-Sub header in the request will always be false, so we do not have to put any condition on the inclusion of the Refer-Sub header in the response. 
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0767:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0768:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0769:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. It is unclear what is meant with “user preference of each registered CPM Client(s) is matching for the Deferred CPM Message”. I presume it is meant to say that the user preferences of the active UPP for the registered device indicate delivery of the CPM Message to that device. Please update accordingly.
2. Note sure what this NOTE 2 is about. It seems to assume some previous handling of the Deferred CPM Message in the CPM PF, but it is unclear what this processing is. Please clarify.

3. This CR seems to depend on the agreement of CR 779, as the procedures referenced to in the added text is only added by that CR.
4. Please note that CR 791, submitted by Acision, clashes with this CR. This CR needs to be integrated on top of that one in order to be agreed.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0770:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. With the addition of out-of-band notifications the conceptual problems that Acision had with the technical realization of this feature have been resolved.

2. However, with this contribution, the exact format of both the in-band notification and the out-of-band notification are not defined. How do these notifications look like, they cannot simply be messages with a URI in the body, there needs to be some more information in there to allow the CPM Client to interpret what kind of notification this is.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0771:

Document Status: Comments without objection
Comments:

1. The name of the flag in the Message Storage Server seems to be inverted with the use of it. A better name would be ‘\read-report-sent’.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0772R01:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

1. 
None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0773:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0774:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. In the current set-up of CPM there is no place for a default UPP, as it will not be used inside the CPM Enabler. Therefore it is better to remove it from this section.

2. From a conceptual view, it seems better to reverse steps 1 and 2, so that first the Policy XDMS is read, and only after that, when needed, the UPP XDMS.
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0775:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0776:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0777:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0778:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0779:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. We should not include ‘xxx’ tags at this stage anymore. Please provide the real value.

2. There is no <cpm-message-handling> action defined in the Policy XDMS. I would like to suggest an alternative approach, where a CPM Client lists in his UPP the type of messages / sessions it does not want to receive (so using an <allow-reject-invite> action), meaning that a message that does not match any UPP rule is supposed to be delivered to a device with that UPP set to active.

3. We should require that also the UPP rules have the service set to CPM, so that it is clear that these are CPM-related rules.

4. The steps to decide upon which rules to match seems overly complicated, we should check for each registered client whether it should receive the message or session 
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0780:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0781:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0782:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0783:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0784:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0785:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0786:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0787:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0788:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0789:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0790:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0791:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0792:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0793:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. This CR conflicts with CR 765 by Acision, which updates the same section of the TS.

2. We should not talk about CPM Standalone Message (not Pager Mode nor Large Message Mode), as the section is strictly about CPM Sessions. We should simply remove the mentioning of Large Message Mode CPM Messages from the section (as is done by CR 765).
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0796:

Document Status: No comments

Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0797:

Document Status: Objection
Comments:

1. Comment D618 is already handled by Acision contribution 783, with some changes.

OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0799:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None
OMA-MWG-CPM-2010-0800:

Document Status: No comments
Comments:

None
4 Intellectual Property Rights
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5 Recommendation

OMA COM-CPM is recommended to take these review comments into account when discussing the contributions.
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